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6. On 1k August » two Division officers who had beenevaluating the
Nosenko paper were obliged to write up their critical views and subait them
to CSB. He subsequently stated that their criticisms would be useful in
tightening up the paper, and advised taex to continue to analyze the paper
for this purpose. They continue to find major flaws in the case against
Hosenko. CSB informed them that the paper forwarded to the DDCI was only a
draft, and that there were bound to be discrepancies and inconsistencies in
a paper so complex and involving so many authors.

T. On 24 August I was called in by CSB/CI and told that I could no
longer discuss the Nosenko case with any of the several officers under kis
Jurisdiction who were working on the case, and that any of those officers
who initiated such discussions with me should be asked if they had his per-
aission to do so. I agreed to honor this arrangeuent but eapaasized that my
only interest in such discussions was to facilitate a thorough and cbjective
review of the Nosenko case. I then recomsended that the two officers be
given my Decesber 1965 paper on tae case, and this was subsequently done.

8. Since my determined actions to expedite reopening of the Nosenko
case have led the Division and the DDP to disown =y views and to exclude :e
from the review of the case, I see no existing forum for my views within the
Clandestine Services. Therefore, in spite of the BBP's advice that I either
refrain froa having an opinion, or express it only within tke Division or .
the CS, I khave a sense of urgency that thé attached views on the disposition

of the Nosenko case be considered at the command level of tae Agency waere the

ultimate decision smst be made. :
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SUBJECT The Clandestine Effort Asainat the ussn

1. The negative positions taken by the dtvlsion"..’

continue to dominate and negate our efforts to collect

intelligence on the USSR by clandestine means. In
addition, I belleve that this negatlvse enviroameat hae

. done permanent damage to our capabllities against ths

Soviet target, and that this demage increases with
each day that this environment prevails. T _

"2, Following 1s a summary of recent davslonments‘fAT

in the divisions poaitions aod a list of their effects - -

z2a I see thsm.

B Nosenko 18 a deception ageut, and Soviet deceptioni —

operations revolve around him,

- The psychiatrist has told the diviaion that o
Nosenko's desperation to change his aituation .
may lead to a falaa confession. - : .

The dishonesty and bias in the case agaiast
Nosenko are stlll evident in the current review
of his bonafides, according to the officer who
. i1s dolng most of the writing of that paper.
Attachment A 1s an example of this technique.

b LBOUQBO\[is a deceptlon asent.

I belleve that BOURcO\ 19 bonaf 1de. He has just
nade hls seventh idenvification of a major
Soviet agent in the U,S. (Boeckeshaupt), who is
the fourth such agent who was actlve, unsuspected,
and in a position to do the U.S. erious damase.
Any attempt to aevslop and disaaminate BOURMO? & 5
information is inevitably blocked by the CI . ./
enphasis, as well as fallure to provide the case
officer close substantive support. {-<OURBON’ 1s

providing some significant information whicu 1s el -

~within hils access and appears valid. -
Uawarranted and diahoneat judsments of BOURJGW’
informatlon are made without the knowleage of =~
divislon officers qualified to make such 3udg~
ments., Ses Attachment Be
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The orficera of the division 8 GRU Branch disagree
with the division's evaluation of BOURBON, The
. paper on‘ROU?BON's)bonafides is heing dictated

. to thsm by the division chief.

ciK SCOTCE‘is a deoentlon agent,

'"SCOTCH continues to provida requirements and

‘information which I believe to be reliable and -
appropriate to his acgess. His information is

‘-auoh that it does not permlit a firm econclusion -
- about his bonafides one way or the other, but .
. .his cI 1nfonmatlon 1s the best basia for Judging -

A1l 1mnortant Soviet agents arrested 1n the U 8.

4.

, sunport this thaony. N

, No walkﬁins and few dereetors or liaison agents

ia the past five years or so have besn compromisai'5fi’

by Nosenko (Johnson, Mintgenbaugh), BOURBON

{Dualap, Whalsn, Thompson, Howell, Drummoad,

Boeckenhaupt, and Cassldy), and SCOTCH (Butenko o
and others unknown to ma{ ‘I believe that
SCOTCH has proven himself in the CI field, “but

‘the case for him is not as foolprodf as for the

other two. Even B0, his bonafides or lack of
gsame has nq automatic baaring on Nosenko and

Most 50vlet activities which have been detected
around the world are deceptlon operations, called .
"disinformation", “soreen", or “diversionary"
onerations by the divislon. ‘ '

‘The keystone of this position is the assumntion

that the GRU academy class of 1963 which was
identifiad for us by Penkovskly is a "throwaway"

- group ruafilng dsceptlon operations. In fact,

only 7 of 51 in the class have bsen identified
in 1ntelligenca WOTk,

This theory was prepared as a book dlspatch

three years ago but not sént out, It is given

- 4in briefings of agency and lisison persognel?A

.Analysés of prévioﬁs cases, such as the Felfe

case, are belung written with a blas built in to -

b - e
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escape the deception labsl.

* In early January the division begins a course for CI's, and this
philosophy will proba‘bly be .. 2 - passed on to them.
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e. Individuals who provide lanformation which tends .
* . to corroborate the reporting or bonafidqé»of tha
" above agents are slso deceptlon agents. B

Slnca all RIS defbctors and agents in tha future
are certalun to provide such informatioan, all are
dlscredited in advance, This 1is a particularly
erippling position, as our two best positive '
1ntellisence sources have been GRU officers. 7

The only such defector we have had since Yosenko's
walk-in in 1962 is Olga Farmakovskaya, whom the
division judged a ‘deception sgent primarily -

- because she stated her husband attended the GRH

- academy with Nbsenko. See Attachmant c,

A number of agents in Satellite 1ntelligence '"’f”:j;;f'
servlces are bains tarred with the sama.bruah.;;;~«” :

: %« The affecta of the above positlons ara detrimental'A'.
- within the divislon and the Agency, and I believe they

have demaged our reputation with the ¥BI, MI+6, and other

. llalson services, . Vithin the Clandestine Services, these - - .
-~ positions and thegries have generated a wldespread feeling '

of frustration, futlility, and impotense, The division

~"practically preaches the superiority of the XGB over the

FBI and CIA, using the gbove theories as "evidence®,

" -01d standards of information and source evaluation have 

been abdndoned end even reversed, with bad analysis

-driving good analysis out of existence., The validiity

of Soviet area experience is being denled, The effect
i8 paralysis of our Soviet effort, : :

"4, A number of actlons have been taken by the
the Clandestine Services' Soviet effort,

‘dlvision which have also contributed to the decay of

2. Replacement and dowagrading of senior pereonnal
- with Soviet experience. A

b. Increased-dependence on RIS defectors for opera-
“tional jJudgments. These defectors are brought
into Headquarters and overseas atationa and shown
Agency doouments. o .

¢. Attempted kidnappins of tha supposed KGB station L

,chief in Tokyo.

d. Personnel with experience, 1ntelligence, imagl—
nation, and inlilative are bullied, jeered, and
shouted into silence, or into division posiltions
which they are required to accept on faith and
without question, -

.-a.j..




“r 5. These actions ere primarily injurious to persons
immediately in the division, but the reduction of their
individual contributions reduces over-asll effectiveness.
“The kidoapping episode discredited the dlvlsion aund the
Agency, and 1s a blatant example of the disregard of tha
division chief for the views of his staff, The require-
ment that division personnsl mutely and blindly follow
him, abandoning their judgment and self-respect, zlienatas
some of the best people in the division, and has been tha’ -
direct cause of at least one serious illness and a con-

tributing factor to a number of health problems of others, "_<T;

The motivation of experienced psople whao stlll ocoupy a -
few responsible posts in the divislon has been serlously

eroded by the unhealthy policles summarized ebovey and .= . TR

the related lack of intellligence success, .. = A
IR T that I have stated here ars my own éinéerﬁAéna ~

sober views., The concern which I feel for this state of . .

affaire has increased to the polnt vwhere I am mentally
distressed and physically affeected by this cataatrophic

development in my chosen profession. Even Lif the prsaent-rﬁ:[~;7*-

insidious trend were to be abruptly ended, it would take
many years to rectlfy the damage, in the mindas of our
own personnel, in operational files and guidance, and
with other agencles and llalson services. I am entirely
comnltted by experienca, qualifications, and inclination
to work on collection againat the Soviet target., How
discouraged in this work, I would find it 4iificult to
regenerate this lost enthusiasm in a new assignment,
However, if there is no hops of a thorough review of the
positions and methods of the division within the next
few months, I feel that both my professional and personal
welfare will require that I find somes other assigument,

T In committing thesa views to paper, I am aware
that the positions and actiouns which I clte as offeasivae
are also the product of experienced and dedicated Agency
employees, to whom I impute no dishonorabls motives.
‘However, I belleve it falr to state that the present
operational philosophy of the divislon is tailor-made
to sult the. KGB:; several present and past SR Division
officers have made this observation. It sppeara to ne
that the division chief's preoccupation with the KGB and
‘mania for attributing so many of the world's 1lls to thonm
is a product of his own professional frustration. an
exanmple of this outlook is given in Attachment D, Ee
appears to hold the KGB responsible for a long history
of personal falluress , . )




. .. “.a. -as head Of the| | he had
¥, . major responsibility for.the failurefbf'every
S © such operation which we ran.,

b. He was publicly disgraced by the "beer—ln-thaeface”-
: recruitment fallure in Vienna. T N
. e s . )
’c."After he movad t& L. col;”POpdv . RS
was transferred from Vienna To Berlim and was = , - . .-
soon gompromlsed. . o T -

i -2

4. While he was df close cooperation . =~ . . .
o with the| ‘resulted in the =~ .. . -~
- - ‘loss of a large number of our agents who were - -

_compromised through Felfe, a SOviet agant 1n ,{*”i'ﬁ“”’aﬁ
the BND CE Saction.- ‘ . .

" e. ‘MI-6 staff officer vas dincovered to have been_ O ATy
‘ working for the 50v19ta while 1o Berlin (Blake}., w~@,. '

' f; The Berlin tunnal was discovsred ‘and closed.

" 8e Several laupport agents were found ,
;. -to be under hostile coatrol, and all SR cas Sl
ruoning in Berlin ware rolled up (AWCANEY, C" XMAR).'}

'h., Shortly after he met[béhCU"E ia Paris, the latter
vas called home and shot.

i. He was again publioly disgraced by the kidnapﬁing ‘
LB o fallure in Tokyo.

While some of thsse unpleasant events cannot in any way

‘be blamed on him, 1t is easy to see how he may have L
scqulred a feellng that nothing is bonafide, that pothing '
works right, end thatihe must somehow even the score, with _
the KGB as the enemy. I bellsve that this becomes too

costly when our 1ntelligence goals and officers are both
expended in the process,

Leonard MeCoy
- po/sB/RR
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‘sma.mc'r Resclutica of the- llosenko Problea |

T 1. Hosenko lus now beeu ‘héld 1n solitu'y conﬁneuent an& Meoninieedo_. B
S for alnost three years. When we first took this course of action, presumably. & 5

.- plan was adopted which would dispose of the case through normal Judiciary Pros .
- cedures and relieve the Agency of a penitmtiary role. - Althougk the years should
. have strengthened the case egainst Hosenko, the opposite. trend is. apparent, .As-
-more qualified, objective, and balanced persone have been. exposed +0 the
ruth rreedou to express themelves - the ceae lns disintegreted. o

2.' . Hhue the Divisiou eontinnes to belabor ns nonstrone paper on the.
’case, I suggeat that. the validity of the case: ‘against:Hosenko may: not . even be.
relevant to the larger problen,rvnch 1s the need to divest the Agency and the
U.S.- Govern:ent of the risks involved in- holding or disposing of. Nosenko. In'
othaer words, Athe resolution of the- i!osenko case nust be- Jnst about the: Same. whe
'or not everyone egrees e 13 homride i i s

Ry 3. It appeu'e to e that the r:l.ska inherent 1n the eue ‘become criticel
:“ ‘Socn as. Nosenko's present status becoses known to various elements -outside the
jIntelligenee Community. -I further btelieve that these risks- grow with tine, and:
. that even if the story 1.8 not .surfaced for msay years, the dazage will still be
* gerious.  While the official assessment, of these risks. can only be made.by top -
- Agency management, those which . promed me to,press the Division to un&ertake a
’ critieal review of. the Hosenko case.are repreaented by the follmving. S ;;

Elezents of Congress vho are not ravorably disposed to the Ageney ;
.'-the Director, or the Executive could use the case politically - .-
Srov Lo againgt those entities. . The greatest risk in this category pro‘bebly

YT TR begins in early 1968 a.nd runs through national election cupugns.

b. Tae President could suffer personnl enberraasnent, having to state
EE whether he was ayare of our handling of Hosenko or authorized 11:. -3
PEIPRY T ‘I‘rial of the case: :ln the press, at hone md abroad, proba‘bly vould
S e net develop in our favor. Fine points of CI logic oftem sre not -
o: ' 7 appreciated within the Intelligence Community, muck less outside. - % ..
S ’;(In ract, tn.e FBI 18 said to d:lsagree with cur logic in the Hosenko case

e .~'The Agency eould 'be eccused of violating the Bill of Bighta P ignoring oy
"7 the rigats of the individual," -usurping Judicial prerogatives, and
-* i _arbitrary action under special privilege ‘("governing invisibly”). .
ot - ‘Genuine liberals, civil: rightiets, and fellow travelers would kave
SR a:munition to use against us, . . ‘ R

" er’ Our treatment of Kosenko would be used by tne Soviets to d.iscomge
- otner derectors and agent candidates. R o

I Liaison services are’ 11kely to loae some confidenee 1n our conpe-
-, tence and our etanding in the U.S. Governaent. - (Senior-officers
. rof the British Service have expressed disagreeuent with our views '

':on Kosenko.) . A o "y

%,
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: , B "8. Other U.S. ;ntemgencé ‘agencj_.'es will gain by our &isconﬂtnre, R
7. 'and might use. the opportunity to encroack ca Agency responsibilities |
" and assets. .. : E R

{7 .7 h. Resoluticm of the problem therefore appears to me to be most essen-"
i ctial for political reasoms. " The case is bownd to be surfaced eventually. To hold
. Hosenko under preseat ¢ tances indefinitely can caly add to the risks. . we

B RIS ¥ Roaeakoahgul&be_ released m-',am-mwum and placed in <

-1/ @ seal-free status. . This change would continue Agency supervision of his acti-' = "

& - vities by maintaining Ann}laieacy-umgd'otﬁeq;ior officers ‘to ‘serve as inter-
L ; companion, and adviscr for him.- We could: thus watch him fopr comtere :

 central U.S. press, and in an sres where any perscnal excesses he comuits cowld .’
2 be localized and played down. If necessary, such-excesses could be used as -0

i . 180 be givem peychiatric trestment, waick could be stabted mou. Relsbilitaticn " &
e ‘would alsq'g,__n_:clude Jlanguage tnininglna perhaps - furthey t‘erml'educatiea.;? e

-+ 7 6. In preparing Nosenko for normalization, ke ehould be paid a sube
- stadiial fee "for his informstion”. We should also take responsidility for - - ° S
kis medical treatment s vhick will afford us a continuing measure of catrols ' . -
As an explanation to him of cur ks of him to date, an explanation of the
- type the Soviets might give should be used.  Tais would include the asgsertiom .- -
i - - that such handling was rowtine for persons with his backgrownd, as the need to. -
. ‘check out his voluminous informatiom must be apparent to him. . We could now . - i

7. In l1ght of tme peychologists® evaluation of Hosenko a2s a weak | .
. Personality, he will probebly seek vindication upen release. It is therefore o
-important that his relesse’ be carried out with appropriate sincerity. Another

... preparing articles or a bock which would tell his story (up to a point). Most
important, as a weak perscaality, Hosenko's ability to sustain kis spirits
. Ihrough the last three years testifies to his conviction that he would dbe .-
... vindicated In time. Parsdoxically, once that source of strength is removed, -
. by owr accepting ais bonafides, all the complications of his ."seriously dis-
turbed perscnality” will probably return. For this reason, close support = ...

is necessary.
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28 April 1967
s
MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

‘1. -On 4 -April 1967, the:pfeSent senior

‘case officer on the BOURBON case, Jim Flint, who

was on TDY at Headquarters, .came to my office o
at my request to discuss the bonafides of BOURBON. .
In this discussion I mentioned to him other cases
now going on which Headquarters has related to.
BOURBON, and recommended that he ask the GRU. Desk.
for briefings on these cases. I also advised =~ -
him that a major SB Division paper on Nosenko,
which mentions BOURBON, was now well over 700 .
pages, and that it was being prepared for the
Director. In addition, I told him that a number

of persons in the Division and outside the Division
who had read the Division's earlier papers on
Nosenko disagreed with the Division's findings.

' 2. 'On 5 April I was told, by an SB Division
CI officer who was involved, that CSB had called
him in ‘on that date and questioned him regarding
the origins of the information which I provided
Flint. Later I learned that another officer of
the same branch was questioned simultaneously by
C/SB/CI, and that immediately after the two meet- -
ings were held, the first officer was recalled. -
by CSB for further questioning. Both officers
were sternly warned not to divulge to anyone that
they had been questioned.

3. 0On.7 April I was called to the office
of CSB at 1630 hours and met with him<until 1730
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hours. He stated that he had a memorandum written
by Flint which reported a number of statements :
I had made to Flint. He was particularly con-
cerned about an "impression" Flint got that I

had indicated that the DDCI was reviewing the.
Division's Nosenko paper. I replied that I had

no knowledge of such a review, and therefore
certainly could not have said such a thing to |
Flint. I repeated what I had told Flint about

the Nosenko paper, as stated above.' CSB- stated . =
‘that for my information, the Nosenko paper had .~ . -

" been finished and in the hands of the Director .
for three weeks, which was news -to me.. He also .~
stated that it was perfectly alright for the - = ..
DDCI- to have a copy of the paper, in his position, -
and that he would tell appropriate Division person-
nel that they should not be concerned that the PR
DDCI had a copy of the paper. CSB told me that .=
if I wished to raise the level of my disagree-
ment about Nosenko to the DDP or DDCI, he would :
be glad to go along with me to discuss the matter
in their presence. He said that he had lunched
recently with ‘the DDCI and discussed the paper
with him, which was not the first su¢h meeting -
with DDCI on the subject. '

4. CSB stated that because of the privileged
position I enjoy in regard to Division operational
information, he had to be able to trust me in the
‘handling of that information. I agreed, and stated
that in my judgment Flint had a need to know items
I had mentioned to him. As to the origin of my .
information, none of which I received officially, -
I stated that I made a point of maintaining a
" good listening post in the informal organization.

. In addition, most personnel who have served in

the Division very long always assume that any
current case will have been surfaced to me for
intelligence exploitation. Therefore they do not
hesitate to discuss new cases because they believe
I have a need to know. In this respect, I asked
CSB why my office was given no opportunity to
examine the intelligence potential of Soviet de- -
fector Olga Farmakovskaya or the new KGB case in . . .-

o
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New York. He stated that the first case had

no such value, and that the second was not under
his control. Although I disagree with both .
statements, especially since a Division officer
is meeting with the New York walkin, I said =~

‘nothing.

5. CSB 'stated that it is essential that |
personnel in the Division, other divisions and
other agency components. do not feel that.he ‘and
'I have opposite attitudes toward intelligence

‘collection. He asked if there was a personal

factor in my opposition to his views and I as-"
sured him there was not. I pointed out that as
long as the Division had the negative attitude
which' was exemplified by the Nosenko, SCOTCH,
OURBON, Farmakovskaya, the New York walkin, the
O0ZY case, and numerous other minor cases, we

- would not collect any intelligence on the USSR.

This was the only point at which he became upset,
stating that he could not agree with the Polyannas -
who say that the US Government is not penetrated
and that the Soviets do not know every move we
make. I stated that I did not agree with thenm
either, but that I disagreed most strongly with

the Division's positions on most of these cases,
and would not defend them. -

6. I tried to explain that most of the:
Division personnel who are aware of the cases
which are lumped in with Nosenko have doubts about
the validity of the Nosenko paper. He said that
he met with them and knew their views, and I sug-

" gested that his own views, and the deputy division

chief's, were stated so vigorously and categorically
in those meetings, that other persons were reluctant
to contest these views.. He did not believe this,
but I added that since all of them were at his

mercy in their careers, they did not want to get
into a vehement argument with him, leaving bruises
on both 'sides. (As I left his office, a branch
chief who knew that I had been there for an hour

-
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asked why I was not bleeding from dozens of
wounds, .and I said that I had listened a' lot.)

7. In closing I stated that I would not -+ .
tell Flint that I knew of his memo, but CSB e
said that I should tell him. I said that Flint . __—

~was ill and needed help, but CSB said he knew

Flint and that it was just separation from his -

~family that had been the problem.” (I did not
-tell CSB that Flint asked me privately to get

him removed from:the BOURBON job, stating that
he found it extremely trying.- Also, I did not

~tell Flint that I knew of his memo. )

8. Immediately after my meeting with him, -

CSB. called in all senior CI personnel in the

Division. He began by stating that he knew he

was pompous and domineering but that it was most
important to him to know if any of them had -
doubts about the Nosenko paper. Of five persons,
three admitted, two for the first time, that they
had doubts about the paper. Initially surprised,
he eventually dismissed these doubts as the
reasonable doubt that is always present in the
intelligent mind. He then told the group that

the DDCI had a copy of the Nosenko paper, and

that it was proper for him to have a copy, so

that no one should be concerned about that fact.

He also told them that someone outside the Division .
might be coming to talk to them about the paper.-
Discussion of whereabouts of copies of the Nosenko
paper led one person present to believe CSB was
trying to determine how a copy of the paper reached
DDCI. : '

9. On 24 April my immediate superior returned
from leave, and on 26 April she was called in by

. CSB and he showed her a memo for the record of

his conversation with me. He stated that he did
not intend to forward it to anyone. He said that
he had discussed the incident with DDP, who was

-concerned, and with DDCI. He also indicated to

her that he intended to continue me in my present .
position and to-"stand by" my promotion recommendation
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which he has again submitted. In the memo, he
repeated the assertion that I had told Flint
that "a group outside the Division" was going _
to review the Nosenko paper, which is a slight. o
change from what he told me, and information

that I did not previously have to tell anyone. . -
My superior indicated to CSB that I had already . -
described my meeting with him to her. S
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